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ABSTRACT 

A stut.y was made to ascertain whether the 
relationship between the principal and the curriculum coordinator can 
be considered a variable related to the successful adoption of 
innovations in schools. A procedure for selection of innovative and 
noninnovative schools in making use of Miles* (1964) typology of 
innovation in education was tested.. Principal-curriculum coordinator 
interpersonal compatibilities were ascertained from FXRO-B scores 
(Schutz, 1958) and comparisons on innovative/noninnovative 
principal-curriculum coordinator compatibility were made on 16 
compatibility dimensions. Findings indicated significantly greater 
innovative principal-curriculum coordinator compatibility in areas 
where control and power were issues. This suggests some implications 
for the selection and subsequent, prerogatives of innovative 
principals. (Author) 
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A key word describing education during the past and present 
decades is change. The parade of educational innovations that was 
witnessed during the 1960 's gave schools across the nation the dis- 
quieting feeling that what had been gospel in the classroom for 
years was now open to question. Educators examined problems ranging 
from curriculum relevance and why children fail to the egg-crate 
concept of school architecture. They prescribed cures of team 
teaching;, non -grade dness , and open schools to "meet the needs of 
the individual youngster". 

The mandate for change in education came from a variety of 
sources. The general public demanded an increased emphasis on the 
natural sciences and mathematics as well as more concentration on 
the humanities. Students made demands on the educational system to 
make curriculum relevant. The federal arid state governments joined 
the fray to change education by pouring large amounts of money into 
education on all levels under the auspices of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965, 

It seems safe to assume that the majority of schools in this 
country have attempted to change or innovate some phase of their 
educational program. However, a relatively unexplored area in the 
process of innovation is concerned with the kinds of human situa- 
tions associated i^ith. the success or failure of the adoption of 
innovations in schools. 

The basic question underlying this study was : 

Is the quality of the interpersonal relationship 
between the principal and the curriculum coordinator 
(the individual attached to the central office staff 



of a school district who is responsible for the 
development of curriculum and the supervision of 
teachers) a variable that is related to the 
successful adoption of innovations in elementary 
schools ? 

The relationship between dyadic compatibility and productivity 
has been established by Schutz (1958), Moos and Speisman (1962), 
and Hutcherson (1963) . Sopolsky (1965) and Gassner (1968) supported 
a relationship between compatibility and an individual's preference 
of another for continued personal interchange. These relationships 
suggested that the higher the compatibility between the curriculum 
coordinator and the principal, the easier it would be for them to 
work together, the better their problem-solving abilities and 
communications j and the more open each would be to the other’s 
influence. 

The compatibility of a dyad or group may be ascertained from 
scores on the FIRO-B (Fundamental Interpersonal Relations Orientation 
Behavior) — a,n instrument designed by Schutz (1958) to measure 
interpersonal needs in the areas of expressed and wanted inclusion, 
control and affection, 

Schutz (p, 59) briefly defines these needs as the following; 

Expressed Inclusion - I initiate interaction with people <, 
Wanted Inclusion - I want to be included by others. 
Expressed Control - I control people. 

Wanted Control - I want people to control me. 

Expressed Affection ~ I act close and personal toward 
people o 

Wanted Affection - I want people to be close and personal 

wllh o 
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According to Schutz (1958), the Area or total compatibility of 
two individuals is composed of three components: Interchange 

Compatibility, Originator Compatibility, and Reciprocal Compatibi- 
lity. 



Interchange Compatibility is based upon the similarity of 
needs of two individuals. Originator Compatibility measures the 
degree to which the individual needs are complementary, while 
Reciprocal Compatibility is an indication of the degree to which one 
individual’s expressed behavior matches another's wanted behavior. 
The Area Compatibility indices represent the sum of the three types 
of compatibility on each need and on the overall dimension. 

An investigation of the relationship between the principals and 
their curriculum coordinators seemed to be a feasible avenue to 
follow to learn more about factors related to school innovations. 
Within the professional bereaucratic framework ( Witte s 1 °' 7 0' under 



which most schools ^ 



woulu seem ta&t most of the 



information about innovations would be disseminated by the curriculum 
coordlrator to the principals. The relationship between these tv 
individuals seemed to provide a basis for exam-'ning a variable t at 
may be related. to the successful adoption of educational innovation . 

Three medium size schorl districts agreed to participate in 
the s ’ey. Each dxstric.. had a minimum of six elementary schools 
and the principals cf these schools had been in their present po. 
tions for two ,.:r mors years'. 
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The selection of innovative and non -innovative elementary 
schools was based upon three variables: information gathered from 

a descriptive survey completed by the principals, an analysis of 
school and district newsletters, and a School Activities Survey 
where central office personnel were asked to rank (1,2,3) the schools 
in their district according to their perception of the degree to 
which specific activities had taken place. 

On the School Activities Survey (SAS), respondents were asked 
to consider each activity within the framework of a two-to-three 
year period. This time limit was included to guide the respondent 
toward inclusion of current and on-going activities, rather than 
activities initiated shortly before the administration of the 
instrument or those which have been in effect for a number of years. 

Miles 1 (1964) typology of innovations provided the framework for 
SAS items. Although Miles' (1964) makes note of eleven categories 
of innovative activity, consideration of innovations involving 
physical facilities was omitted from this study as it was felt that 
modification of the physical plant of a school or the use of educa- 
tional hardware are dis trict -wide rather than school induced 
innovations,, 

SAS items were constructed to collect data about the following 
activities : 

1 . Boundary Mainte na nce Operat io ns 

The extent to which a school has expanded or inducted 
personnel through the boundaries of the system is examined 
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by this item® The SAS asks for a rating of schools 
concerning the use of aides and volunteers in the 
instructional program, 

2 , Size and Terri tori.alit y 

Activities extending or decreasing the system's boundaries 
are explored by this item. In terms of the individual 
school, this category has been interpreted as providing 
different classes to meet student needs. For example, 
smaller classes for under-or overachievers. 

3 c Time Use 

Any change in the time a school is functional or varia- 
tions in time usage are considered in this category. The 
SAS item examines time, use from the aspect of scheduling 
changes from a self-contained situation. 

4. Goals 

This item elicits information about shifts in emphasis for 
certain areas of the curriculum and the introduction of new 
teaching methodologies. 

5 . Procedures 

Information about any changes in the time, personnel, and 
activities relationship to improve goal attainment is 
acquired through this item. 

6 . Role Definition 

Changes in permitted and prohibited behavior of the members 
of the system are examined by this item. More precisely, 
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respondents were asked it there had been any attempt to 
change the role of the classroom teacher from the self- 
contained generalist. 

7 » Normativ e Beliefs an d Sentimen t 

Change in the norms of the system fall into this category. 
Relative to the school , this item was addressed to eliciting 
evidence of a change in atmosphere toward increased experi- 
mentation in the classroom and a change in the relationship 
among teachers from isolation to sharing information and 
activities. Such changes would indicate a shift from the 
norms of mandated curriculum structure and closed , self- 
contained isolationism. 



8. Structure 

This category is concerned with the reorganization of 
relationships among groups in the system. The item elicits 
information concerning change in the organizational 
pattern of a school. An example is the establishment of a 
curriculum council or a principal’s cabinet for decision- 
making. 

9 . Socialization 

Any change in how the system trains new entrants falls into 
this category. The SAS item asked about changes in indivi- 
dual school orientation programs for nev; teachers. 

1 0 . Linkag e with Oth e r Systems 

Changes in the way the system related to its environment are 
included in this category. This item was geared to examine 
the usage of outside resources to enhance the educational 
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program of the school.. 

A tally sheet was prepared for scoring the respondents 1 
rankings of the schools in their district. Each school, ranked 
first in either the 'most* or ’least* categories received three 
points. The second and third ranked schools received two or one 
point respectively. Following the entry oi : each response on the 
tally sheet, the 'most* and 'least* points were totalled. The two 
schools scoring highest it the 'most * category were selected as 
innovative schools. The two schools receiving highest scores on 
the 'least' dimension were chosen to be the non-irmovative schools 
in the district „ Thus, the sample was composed of twelve schools: 
two innovative and two non -innovative schools in each of the three 
districts , 

An analysis of the descriptive survey completed by the principals 
and the school and district newsletters confirmed the results of the 
School Activities Survey. 

Following the selection process, the principals in the sample 
schools and their curriculum coordinators ivere administered the 
FIRO-B. 

The compatibility indices were derived by combining FIRO-B 
scores of each principal and his curriculum coordinator. Sixteen 
indices were considered in this study; Inclusion, Control, 

Affection, and Overall Compatibilities in each area of Interchange, 
Originator, Reciprocal and Area Compatibility. 
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It was hypothesised that a relationship would exist between 
pri ncipal -curriculum coordinator interpersonal compatibility and 
perceived successful innovations in the schools. More 
specifically, it v?as hypothesized that a greater compatibility 
would exist between the curriculum coordinator and principals of 
innovative schools than the curriculum coordinators and principals 
of non-innovative schools on all components of Area , Interchange, 
Originator and Reciprocal Compatibility. 

The result of the tests performed on the data may be more 
meaningful if a comparison is made between the FIRO-B scores of 
the innovative and non-innovative principals and the. normative FIRO-B 
data for school administrators (Schutz, 1967). Table 1 serves this 
purpose 

TABLE 1 

Comparative Data for FIRO-B Scores of 
Innovative and Non-innovative Principals 'with Normative Data 
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On all dimensions, with the exception of expressed control, the 
mean FIRO-B scores of all the principals in the sample fell below the 
norm. The salient differences between the innovative and non- 
innovative principals and the normative data is on the dimension of 
expressed control. Here, the scores of the non-innovative principals 
indicate extremely low needs to express control, while the innovative 
principals indicate considerably higher needs in this area. 

The four main compatibility indices which were considered high- 
light the differences between the scores of the innovative and non- 
innovative principals on the expressed control dimension especially 
in the areas of Originator Control, overall Originator Compatibility 
and Reciprocal Control Compatibility. 

Comparisons between innovative /non -innovative principal- 
curriculum coordinator compatibility were made through the 
application of one tail t -tests * 

The comparisons of innovative and non-innovative principals and 
their curricular coordinators on the. dimensions of Area Compatibility 
and Interchange Compatibility indicated that no relationship 
existed at or above the .05 level of significance. 

Table 2 includes an analysis of the components of Originator 
Compatibility (oIC) in each of the three need areas and the overall 
Originator Compatibility index. 

On the Control dimension (oK c ), the non-innovative principals’ 
mean originator compatibility with the curriculum coordinator was -3.333, 
while innovative principals and the curriculum coordinator had an index 
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of 2,333 on this dimension, A comparison yielded a t-value of 2.384, 
which is significant above the .025 level. 

The total Originator Compatibility index (oK) for innovative 
principals and the curriculum coordinator was 4,0000 and the compati- 
bility for the non-innovative principals and the curriculum coordinator 
was -2.8333. This yielded a t-value of 1.8510 which is above the 
.05 level of significance. 

Although the total Originator Compatibility index between each 
category of principal and the curriculum coordinator were signifi- 
cantly different, the mean scores indicate a greater Originator 
Compatibility between the non-innovative principal and the 
curriculum .coordinator. 



TABLE 2 

Comparison of Innovative and Non-innovative Schools 
With Regard to Principal -Curriculum Coordinator 
Originator Compatibility (oK) 
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An analysis oi : the factors comprising Reciprocal Compatibility 
(rK), as well as an overall reciprocal compatibility index is in- 
cluded in Table 3, 

Examination of Table 3 suggests a greater compatibility between 

the curriculum coordinator and the innovative principal on the 

c 

reciprocal compatibility control dimension (rK ). The mean for 
innovative princi pal-curricum coordinator recipro .ai compatibility 
was 4.0000 tnd the non-ir /at: /e-curriculur coordir ator index on 
this imension was 8.5000. A omparison of the two means yielded a 
t -value of 2.7644 which is significant at the .01 Level on the 
control Reciprocal Compatibility dimension. 

TABLE 3 

Comparison of Innovative and Nan-Innovative Schools 
With Regard to Princi pal -Curriculum Coordinator 
Reciprocal Compatibility (rK) 
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In summary, the analysis of the data indicated significant 
differences on the Originator Compatibility Control dimension and 
on the overall Originator Compatibility Ind^x. On the Control 
dimension, innovative principals seemed to be more comfortable 
with the curriculum coordinator, while ti il Originator 

Compatibility Index indicated the opposite, ...n ; .aly ls of 
Reciprocal Compatibility indices indicated s '=s'i icar y greater 
innovative principal -curricular coordinator c r .ibi ty on the 
control dimension . 

With regard to questions of interpersonal < ; pati. ili ty , the 
results seemed to indicate that no relationship -xiste : between 
compatibilities of principals in innovative and non -innovative 
schools with the curriculum coordinator on th^ following 
dimensions : 

1* Area Compatibility 

2* Interchange Compatibility 

3, Aggregate Reciprocal Compatibility 

Area compatibility is a general index composed of the total 
Interchange, Originator, and Reciprocal compatibility indices. 

This index gives a broad indication of how well two people will 
mutually satisfy each other’s interpersonal needs. 

Interchange compatibility refers to the degree of satisfaction 
of mutually shared needs. A highly compatible group on the Inter- 
change dimension would have similar needs in the wanted and 
expressed areas of Inclusion, Control, and Affection. Schutz (1958) 
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points out that th*-s <ic?n\patibi li ty index is more meaningful in 
group rather than dy^di c interactions as it is the degree 
Interchange compatibility in each of the need areas that sets the 
atmosphere of the 2 

'Hie degree to the expressed needs or one individ il meet 

the wanted needs of is represented by the Reciprocal 

Compatibility ind#^. A s in each of the other compatibility 
indices, a sum of ftyb individual’s needs area compatibilities 
represent the compatibility. 

The results t° suggest that a relationship existed 

between innovativ0/n°h''in n ovative principal-curriculum coordinator 
compatibility witi 1 r^g^bd to the following: 

1. Aggregate O^i^ir^tor Compatibility 

2 e Originate Compatibility 

3. Reciprocal ^obtr 0 ! Compatibility 

The aggregate C r igfn a tor compatibility index is a measure of 
two individuals' ^n^Pieti^ntary needs satisfaction. By combining 
one's expressed aAd ^a^hed needs and comparing them with another’s, 
an indication of l° which one's desire to originate 

action is coraplera^bf^d l>/ another's wish to receive such action is 
established . The measure is the sum of complementary 

need area compatibility- n. 5 on the Inclusion, Control and Affection 
dimensions „ 

In the area Originator Control Compatibility, an individual 
with high expressed ^o n tf°l needs is most likely to be compatible with 
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one with low needs i.n this area. 

Reciprocal Contro.. Compatibility is the degree to which one's 
expressed control needs are satisfied by another's wanted needs 
on that dimension. 

The results of the data analysis seem to underline Schutz 1 s 
(1958) contention that Area Compatibility is merely a rough measure 
of the quality of a dyadic or group relationship that leads to 
mutual satisfaction of interpersonal needs and a harmonious 
coexistence, 

Schutz suggests a weighting of the three components of Area 
Compatibility according to the importance of each at the particular 
period of development of a group or dyad to provide a more accurate 
area compatibility index. That suggestion was not followed in 
this study as the stage of development of the principal-curriculum 

t 

coordinator relationship could not be ascertained, 

Schutz's (1958) assertion that Interchange Compatibility may 
be more important for groups greater than two seems to be supported 
by the findings. Interchange Compatibility refers to a similarity 
of needs, orientation between individuals or between an individual 
and a group, Schutz asserts that is is compatibility in the 
Interchange Area that sets the atmosphere of the groups. More 
relevant to dyadic relationships are Originator and Reciprocal 
compatibilities . 
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In 11 'i area of Inclusion, Originator compatibility refers to 
complementary behavior between an. individual who expresses his reed; 
by joining or initiating interpersonal activities and the indivi- 
dual who wants to be invited to join these activities. 

Originator Control compatibility is the degree to which be - 

and 
to 

never being influential and always being influenced. 

On the Originator Affection dimension, compatibility is found 
in the balance of an individual's need to love rather than be loved 
with another's desire to be loved rather than love. 

Schutz (1958) points out that conflict arises in the area of 
Originator compatibility when both members of the dyad prefer to 
initiate action,, That is termed "competitive originator incom- 
patibility" (p 0 109). "Apathetic originator incompatibility" 

(p„ 109) is in evidence when both members of the dyad prefer to 
receive action. 

In the area of Originator compatibility, competitive incompa- 
tibility may be exemplified by a power struggle between two 
individuals; both ot whom want to be dominant and do not want to 
be told what to do. Apathetic incompatibility is illustrated 
by a situation where two people discuss what they want to do, but 
neither takes the initiative to do it. 

It should be remembered that the closer the compatibility index 
approaches zero ? the more compatible the dyad. 

ERIC 



Savior is complementary in the range of always dominating 
/controlling other's actions and resisting their influence 
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The high expressed control needs of the innovative principals 
(Table 1) are reflected in the originator control compatibility 
index (Table 2). Here, the innovative principals tend to be more 
compatible with the curricular coordinators 0 The compatibility 
index indicates a tendency for the innovative principal to 
initiate more action with regard to control oriented activities than 
the non-innovative principal curriculum coordinator. 

The negative, or apathetic, non-innovative principal/curriculum 
coordinator compatibility indicates a trend away from originating 
action regarding activities where control and power are central 
issues. The reason for this is that both parties seem to prefer to 
be recipients rather than initiators of such action. 

The aggregate Originator compatibility index is indicative of 
a higher degree of compatibility between the non-innovative prin- 
cipal and the curriculum coordinator. The positive index for 
innovative principal -curriculum coordinator compatibility may 
be interpreted as a trend toward competitive incompatibility. There 
seems to be more of a tendency for innovative principals and the 
curriculum coordinator to initiate action and for the non- 
innovative principals to receive action. The overall Originator 
compatibility index also indicates a trend toward competitive 
incompatibility between innovative principals and the curriculum 
coordinator as both want to initiate action. There appears to be 
more of a balance along the originate-receive continuum between 
non-innovative principals and the curriculum coordinator, for the 
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compatibility index indicates that the principal prefers to be on 
the receiving end of the action. 

The expression of high control needs by innovative principals 
is again in evidence in the Reciprocal Control compatibility index 
(Table 3). The trend towards greater compatibility between the inno 
vative principal and the curriculum coordinator on this dimension 
may be interpreted Co mean that the curriculum coordinator's 
needs for control are met by the innovative principal. In the 
school setting, this may mean that the innovative principal's 
need for power over his particular situation is in concert with the 
curriculum coordinator's need of wanting to be told about what is 
to take place in the school rather than having to exercise direct 
control over what takes place. 

The lower expressed control needs of the non -innovative 
principals seem to provide a basis for a less compatible relation- 
ship in reference to reciprocal control compatibility with the 
curriculum coordinator. It may be interpreted that the non- 
innovative principal's needs to be controlled are not met by the 
curriculum coordinator, as both seem to want control rather than 
express control. 

Although statistically significant differences were found 
between innovative principal-curriculum coordinator and non - 
innovative principal -curriculum coordinator compatibility on the 
Reciprocal Control, Originator Control, and Aggregate Originator 
dimensions ~ these findings should not be Interpreted to mean that 
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large incompatibilities existed between principals and the curri- 
culum coordinator. In all cases, both innovative and non -innovative 
principals were relatively compatible with the curriculum 
coordinator. However, the data suggest opposite trends between 
innovative principal -curriculum coordinator and non-innovative 
principal -curriculum coordinator compatibilities on the aggregate 
Originator Control and Reciprocal Control dimensions. 

These findings lend support to Erstadt’a (1964) conclusion 
that compatibilities in the control area are critical to any 
relationship. Erstadt (1964) found that in dyadic relationships 
between members of highly cohesive groups, compatibility on the 
control dimension was a salient factor in one member’s choice 
of another for interaction in a variety of situations. He also 
concluded that the various compatibility indices would be used as 
accurate dyadic behavioral predictors. 

As a positive relationship has been established between 
compatibility and productivity (Schutz, 1958; Moos and Speisman, 
1962; Hutcherson, 1963; Churukian, 1970), the results of this 
study seem to lend support to the notion that a more productive 
relationship exists between the curriculum coordinator and the 
innovative principal than between the curriculum coordinator and 
the non-innovative principal. Productivity, in this study may 
be interpreted as attempting and implementing innovative activities 
in the school as measured by the School Activities Survey. 

Perhaps a contributing factor to a productive relationship 
between the innovative principal and the curriculum coor* nafcar is 





the principal's high need to express control. With reference to 
Originator control and Reciprocal control compatibilities, the 
need to control seems to give the innovative principal an impetus for 
action and productivity that is undisturbed by the curriculum coordinator. 

The orientation toward apathetic Originator incompatibility and 
the reciprocal Control compatibility index for the non -innovative 
principal-curriculum coordinator dyad suggests the absence of an 
action impetus and, therefore, lower productivity in the relation- 
ship . 

The consideration of the differences between innovat ive/non- 
innovative principal-curriculum coordinator compatibilities suggests 
than one factor that may contribute to innovative success is the 
principal's need to express control. 

Thus, a possible theory that is suggested by the data is that 
it is the need to control that provides the impetus for principal 
to innovate and that the absence of such a need contributes to 
a lack of innovation or innovative failure. 

The importance of this study rests in two areas. First, an 
attempt has been made to provide a quantifiable means for selecting 
schools that are successful in adopting educational innovations. It 
would seem that once innovative and. non -innovat ive schools have been 
classified, a variety of variables might be studied to ascertain why 
some schools are successful in innovation adoption and others are 
note In a second area of interpersonal compatibility, the findings 
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o£ this study may have, some ramifications for the selection of 
principals. An indication of high expressed control needs on 
the part of innovative principals suggests that a school district 
in search of people with the potential for bringing about 
innovative success might want to consider principalship candidates 
with high interpersonal needs in this area and test further for 
compatibility with the curriculum coordinator on Originator and 
Reciprocal Control dimensions.. The findings also suggest that 
the innovative principal will be more effective if he is permitted 
to function in an autonomous atmosphere so that he, rather than the 
curriculum coordinator, may initiate action in his school. 
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